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III. REMARKS 

1. Claims 1-22 remain in the application. Claim 23 has been cancelled without prejudice. 
Claims 1, 3-16, and 18-22 have been amended. 

2. Claims 4-10, 12-16, and 18 have been amended to comply with 37 CFR 1 .75(c). 

3. Claim 21 has been amended to overcome the 35 USC 112, second paragraph rejection 
by adding commas to clarify that data records of tasks and resources, together with the 
respective relationship identifiers, are derived from the received information. 

4. Claims 19-22 have been amended to recite statutory subject matter under 35 USC 101 . 

5. Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1-3 and 19-22 are patentable over the 
combination of Lesaint et al. (US 6,578,005, "Lesainf), Pulsipher et al. (US 2003/120710, 
"Pulsipher") under 35 USC 103(a), and Official Notice taken by the Examiner. 

The combination of Lesaint, Pulsipher, and Official Notice fails to disclose or suggest 

a processing unit configured for receiving data records for graphically displaying a 
plurality of tasks and resources together with respective relationship identifiers, each 
relationship identifier describing relationships among respective tasks and respective 
resources, and each resource being available for handling, executing or othenwise 
processing one or more of the tasks, 

the processing unit further configured for representing the plurality of tasks in a first 
dimension of a matrix and the plurality of resources in a second dimension of the matrix, 
wherein each relationship identifier is represented at the interconnection or point of 
intersection between the respective task and resource corresponding to that relationship 
identifier; and 

the processing unit further configured for representing a connection between relationship 
identifiers relating to a particular task. 

as substantially recited by claims 1,19, and 21 . 
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5.1 Lesaint describes a fault monitoring systeiTi where resources are allocated to tasks and 
a series of schedules are generated. The schedules are then modified as updated information 
becomes available. 

Lesaint has no disclosure related to receiving data records for graphically displaying a plurality 
of tasks and resources together with respective relationship identifiers. Lesaint discloses 
technicians with hand held terminals for reporting task completions and for receiving instructions 
for the next task, however, the hand held terminals are not disclosed as graphically displaying a 
plurality of tasks and resources together with respective relationship identifiers. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Lesaint also fails to disclose or suggest representing a 
connection between relationship identifiers relating to a particular task. As pointed out by the 
Examiner, Lesaint has no disclosure related to relationship identifiers. Therefore, Lesaint 
cannot disclose or suggest any connection between relationship identifiers. 

The Examiner properly points out that Lesaint fails to disclose or suggest each relationship 
identifier describing relationships among respective tasks and respective resources, and 
representing the plurality of tasks in a first dimension of a matrix and the plurality of resources in 
a second dimension of the matrix, wherein each relationship identifier is represented at the 
interconnection or point of intersection between the respective task and resource corresponding 
to that relationship identifier. 

5.2 Applicant respectfully submits that Pulsipher also fails to disclose or suggest a 
processing unit configured for receiving data records for graphically displaying a plurality of 
tasks and resources together with respective relationship identifiers. Pulsipher discloses a 
persistent distributed architecture for providing fault tolerance for the status of processes and 
jobs running on a server farm. Pulsipher also describes storing relationships between objects in 
files that contain extended object identifiers that represent the relationships among objects. 

However, as described in paragraph [0106], the objects for which relationships are stored in 
Pulsipher represent the processes running on the server farm, not tasks and resources. Thus, 
the stored relationships are relationships among processes and not relationship identifiers, 
describing relationships among respective tasks and respective resources. 
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Furthermore, Pulsipher has no disclosure related to receiving data records for graphically 
displaying a plurality of tasks and resources together with respective relationship identifiers. 
Pulsipher fails to disclose any graphical display at all, let alone displaying tasks, resources, and 
relationships among the tasks and resources. 

In addition, Pulsipher fails to disclose or suggest representing a connection between 
relationship Identifiers relating to a particular task. Lesaint has no disclosure related to 
relationship identifiers as pointed out by the Examiner, and therefore has no disclosure related 
to any connection between relationship identifiers. 

The Examiner properly points out that Pulsipher fails to disclose or suggest the remaining 
features of claims 1 and 19, that is, representing the plurality of tasks in a first dimension of a 
matrix and the plurality of resources in a second dimension of the matrix, and representing each 
relationship identifier at the interconnection or point of intersection between a represented task 
and resource corresponding to that relationship identifier. 

5.3 Applicant respectfully challenges the assertion that representing the plurality of tasks In 
a first dimension of a matrix and the plurality of resources in a second dimension of the matrix, 
and representing each relationship identifier at the interconnection or point of intersection 
between represented task and resource corresponding to that relationship Identifier, is well 
know in the art and respectfully request references and proper motivation arguments to support 
this assertion. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the example of a dot plot does not apply to these features. 
Dot plots typically show a group of data point values plotted on a scale. Each value Is recorded 
as a dot so that the frequencies for each value can easily be counted. Dot plots typically display 
a distribution of values for a particular variable indicated by the density of the dots. In contrast, 
the present claims place a plurality of tasks in a first dimension and a plurality of resources In a 
second dimension of a matrix. The intersection of an associated task and resource is not a 
value, but rather a relationship identifier that describes a particular relationship between the 
respective task and resource. 

From MPEP 2144.03 A., second paragraph 
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It would not be appropriate for the examiner to take official notice of facts without 
citing a prior art reference where the facts asserted to be well known are 
not capable of instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well-known. 
For example, assertions of technical facts in the areas of esoteric technology or 
specific knowledge of the prior art must always be supported by citation to some 
reference work recognized as standard in the pertinent art. In re Ahlert, 424 F.2d 
at 1091, 165 USPQ at 420-21. See also In re Grose, 592 F.2d 1161, 1167-68, 
201 USPQ 57, 63 (CCPA 1979) ("[W]hen the PTO seeks to rely upon a chemical 
theory, in establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, it must provide 
evidentiary support for the existence and meaning of that theory."); In re Eynde, 
480 F.2d 1364, 1370, 178 USPQ 470, 474 (CCPA 1973) ("[W]e reject the notion 
that judicial or administrative notice may be taken of the state of the art. The facts 
constituting the state of the art are normally subject to the possibility of rational 
disagreement among reasonable men and are not amenable to the taking of 
such notice."). 

Applicants respectfully submit that these features of the present claims are not common 
knowledge or well know in the art in particular because representing a plurality of tasks In a first 
dimension and a plurality of resources in a second dimension of a matrix, and representing a 
relationship identifier at the interconnection between a respective task and resource, is not 
capable of instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well known. In addition. 
Applicants respectfully submit that there is no evidence that such devices or procedures are 
known in the art. Furthermore, determining whether these features are, or are not common 
knowledge or well know in the art requires specific knowledge of the prior art which must be 
supported with a reference. 

5.4 Applicant also notes the rationale for supporting a conclusion of obviousness under 
MPEP 2143 D. "Applying a known technique to a known device (method, or product) ready for 
improvement to yield predictable results." However, as argued above, the cited combination 
fails to disclose or suggest each and every feature of the independent claims. A valid 
obviousness rejection under 35 USC 103, must include references that disclose or suggest 
each and every feature of a claim, despite KSR Int'l v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727. 
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Section 2143.03 of the MPEP requires the "consideration" of every claim feature in an 
obviousness determination. However, the present action must do more than merely "consider" 
each and every feature of a claim in order to find a claim unpatentable. The cited combination 
of Lesaint, Pulsipher, and Official Notice must disclose or suggest each and every claim feature. 
See In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974) (emphasis added) (to establish 
prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim features must be taught or 
suggested by the prior art). The Board of Patent Appeal and Interferences has recently 
confirmed that a proper obviousness determination requires that an Examiner make "a 
searching comparison of the claimed invention - including all its limitations - with the teaching 
of the prior art." See In re Wada and Murphy, Appeal 2007-3733, citing In re Ochiai, 71 F.3d 
1565, 1572 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (emphasis in original). In addition, the Supreme Court continues to 
hold that obviousness is a question of law based on underlying factual inquiries, including ... 
ascertaining the differences between the claimed invention and the prior art. Graham v. John 
Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966) (emphasis added). As a result, MPEP §904 
Instructs Examiners to conduct an art search that covers 'the invention as described and 
claimed." (emphasis added). Further, Applicants respectfully submit that the instructions of 
MPEP §2143 support the conclusion that obviousness requires at least a suggestion of all of the 
features of a claim, because the Supreme Court in KSR Int'l v. Teleflex Inc. stated that 'Ihere 
must be some articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal 
conclusion of obviousness." KSR Int'l v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1741 (2007) (quoting In 
re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006). Applicants note that KSR did not overrule In re 
Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). The KSR decision did not address the 
issue of the all elements test because all of the elements were present in the asserted 
combination. Applicants maintain that obviousness requires at least a suggestion of all of the 
features In a claim. See In re Wada and Murphy, citing CFMT, Inc. v. Yieldup Intern. Corp., 349 
F.3d 1333, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2003) and In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 985 (CCPA 1974)). 

Because the combination of Lesaint, Pulsipher, and Official Notice fails to disclose or suggest all 
the features of independent claims 1, 19, and 21, the cited combination cannot render 
independent claims 1,19, and 21, and dependent claims 2-18, 20, and 22 unpatentable. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that all of the claims now present in 
the application are clearly novel and patentable over the prior art of record, and are in proper 
form for allowance. Accordingly, favorable reconsideration and allowance is respectfully 
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requested. Should any unresolved Issues remain, the Examiner is invited to call Applicants' 
attorney at the telephone number indicated below. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge payment for any fees associated with this 
communication or credit any over payment to Deposit Account No. 16-1350. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Reg. No. 44,695 

Perman & Green, LLP 
99 Hawley Lane 
Stratford, CT 06614 
(203) 259-1800 
Customer No.: 2512 
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